Japanese Business Communication with Australian Style: Building Interpersonal Relationships at Workplace by Watanabe, Yasuhisa
 
 
 
 
Japanese business communicati
Australian style: Building interpe
relationship at workplace 
 
Yasuhisa Watanabe 
Languages, 
 School of Humanities and Human Se
Queensland University of Technol
 
 
Paper presented to the Social Change
21st Century Conference 
 
Centre for Social Change Resear
Queensland University of Technol
29 October 2004 
 
  on in 
rsonal 
rvices 
ogy 
 in the 
ch 
ogy 
 1
   2
Japanese business communication in Australian style:  
Building interpersonal relationship at workplace 
 
Yasuhisa Watanabe 
Languages - School of Humanities & Human Services, QUT 
 
 
Introduction 
 
 
Intercultural business communication is becoming a common place in the modern world 
where business is conducted across the borders of countries. The research into 
intercultural business communication is also gaining increasing popularity amongst 
researchers in business communication, linguistics and social sciences (e.g., Clyne, 
1994; Clark, 1996; Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris, 1997a, 1997b; Bargiela-Chiappini & 
Nickerson, 1997).  
 
Intercultural communication poses various difficulties to all those who are involved. Being 
able to speak a language is one thing, but being able to communicate successfully with 
people from different cultural backgrounds is quite another. This is because 
communication is not only limited to the use of language, but also includes the use of 
para-linguistic and non-linguistic means of interaction, such as pitch and volume of voice, 
pace, pause and intonation patterns of utterances (Halliday, 1985), facial expressions, 
hand gestures, body movements, and so on (Hatch, 1992; Hurley, 1992; Kurzon, 1995). 
Furthermore, the use of language in interaction is a culturally embedded process that 
requires an understanding of the sociocultural background of the language (Hymes, 1972, 
1974; Widdowson, 1978; Bachman, 1990; Kurzon, 1995; Goddard & Wierzbicka, 1997; 
Ward & Tsukahara, 2000). People who work with colleagues from different cultural 
backgrounds face such difficulty every moment of their working hours. 
 
In addition to such complexity in communication, they also need to create a positive 
working environment where business can be conducted productively. Because effective 
communication within a company is necessary to facilitate a flow of information that is 
vital for employees to work collectively and harmoniously to achieve its goals, various 
means to build and enhance solidarity and politeness must be used by all workers to 
create such environment (Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris, 1997a). This is more so in 
Japanese companies where the maintenance of harmonious relationships amongst the 
employees is considered important (Gibney, 1979). 
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So when a Japanese company starts its operation outside of Japan and hiring 
non-Japanese employees, how does it achieve solidarity and harmony amongst its 
employees? Do Japanese colleagues of non-Japanese employees make adjustments to 
their use of the language to accommodate the differences?  
 
The purpose of this paper is to describe various strategies being used to establish 
solidarity amongst employees of a Japanese company operating in Australia. As 
Japanese people consider expressing and maintaining appropriate levels of politeness 
within their communication to be one of the most important aspects (e.g. Coulmas, 1992; 
Inoue, 1999), I will use politeness as a key to analysing the solidarity amongst the 
employees (see Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris, 1997a). In addition, the unique nature of 
bilingual working environment, especially mixing of different languages within the same 
interaction, will be considered when making comparison with monolingual working 
environment. 
 
 
How politeness and solidarity is shown in monolingual Japanese 
communication  
 
When people wish to achieve a goal through interaction, such as to obtain goods or 
services (Halliday, 1978, 1985), they must use language to maintain harmony between 
participants in interaction (Hymes, 1974; Leech, 1983). In order to maintain a good 
relationship with other participants in interaction, people use politeness (Lakoff, 1973; Ide, 
1993). Through the expression of politeness in order to make the other person feel good 
and/or not to offend others during the communication (Lakoff, 1973; Brown & Levinson, 
1978, 1987; Leech, 1983; Fraser, 1990), friction can be avoided. A certain degree of 
politeness is expected to be expressed in any interpersonal communication (Leech, 
1983; Fraser & Nolen, 1981; Fraser, 1990).  
 
Spolsky (1998) defines politeness as expressions made by an addressor that recognise 
the rights of the addressee or other participants in an interaction. Expressions of 
politeness can be achieved by saying something that makes the addressee feel important 
and/or by showing appreciation towards what the addressee has done or said, or not 
saying something that can potentially offend or demean the addressee (Leech, 1983; 
Brown & Levinson, 1987). These expressions can be made linguistically and 
non-linguistically.  
 
One method of judging what language form is appropriate for a given circumstance is to 
estimate the interpersonal distance between the addressor and the addressee, and the 
degree of imposition of the request made to the addressee (Brown & Levinson, 1987). 
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The addressor can estimate interpersonal distance from the addressee by comparing the 
relative power, measuring frequency and quality of contact, and weighing emotional 
involvement between the addressor and the addressee (Poynton, 1985; Eggins, 1994). 
The interpersonal distance between the addressor and the addressee is closer if the 
difference in relative power is smaller, if the contact is more frequent and extensive, and 
if the involvement of the two is shared at affective level. As a result, a less polite form of 
language may be acceptable.  
 
In addition to this, the degree of imposition of the request must be considered, as a 
request that requires a substantial effort or burden on the addressee’s part is often 
expressed more politely. Brown and Levinson (1987) propose the following formulae to 
capture this interrelationship in accordance to the aforementioned issue of personal 
distance:  
Wx = D(S,H) + P(H,S) + Rx, 
where D(S,H) represents the social distance (D) between addressor (S) and addressee 
(H); P(S,H) represents the power (P) that the addressee has over the addressor; and Rx 
is the weight of imposition of a certain request x has in the culture. The outcome of the 
formulae Wx represents the amount of politeness that must be expressed, which is 
reflected in the choice of language form (i.e., various levels of communicative 
performance). What the choices are, how they are expressed and how they affect 
utterances in interactions will be demonstrated below. 
 
In any Japanese communication, Politeness is embedded in each utterance and/or turn 
of communication; at grammatical level and at discourse level. Politeness is shown by 
addressor not only to addressee but also other people mentioned in the interaction. 
Firstly at grammatical level, politeness can be expressed by choosing fundamentally 
polite words and grammar structures, namely keigo in the case of Japanese language 
(Nomoto, 1987; Matsumoto, 1988; Coulmas, 1992). Secondly, at discourse level, 
politeness can be expressed through the use of turn-taking procedures and 
backchannelling (Clyne, 1994; White, 1997; Usami, 1997). At this level, politeness is 
shown in an interaction by the combination of both linguistic and non-linguistic 
communication. A lesser amount of turns (Scollon & Scollon, 1993), a longer period of 
time between turns (Murata, 1994), and frequent backchannelling (Usami, 1997) are 
some of the features of showing politeness in non-linguistic manner. Selection of words 
for backchannelling also expresses politeness. In Japanese, hai, ee, and un (all meaning 
‘yes’) are most frequently used words/utterance in backchannelling but hai is considered 
as the most polite and un as the least (Angles, Nagatomi & Nakayama, 2000). 
Backchannelling can also take non-linguistic forms such as nodding and bowing. The 
longer and larger the nodding and bowing actions are, the more politeness they express.  
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In addition to these explicit expressions of politeness, various other strategies can be 
used to show politeness. Usami (1997) suggests the possibility of showing politeness by 
not completing an utterance. This has an effect of eliciting backchannelling from 
addressee, thus showing politeness by giving addressee the chance to take the floor and 
complete the sentence. In effect, communication between two Japanese people is 
constructed by both participants volunteering information to each other in short and 
frequent turns (Yamada, 1992, 1997).  
 
A speaker of Japanese may use the above knowledge of politeness to establish and 
facilitate solidarity among the people they work with. Between the people who don’t know 
each other well, they may use more linguistically polite language as shown above by 
Brown and Levinson’s formulae. However, when they wish to build solidary relationship, 
they may intentionally lower the level of linguistic politeness to show how close the 
addressee wants the personal distance between addressor and addressee to be 
(Kitamura, 2001). In fact, excessively polite expressions can create distance between 
addressor and addressee (Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris, 1997a). Observing the amount of 
politeness expressed in a given communication can reveal the interpersonal relationship 
between the two people involved in the communication. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
This study aims to describe various means of establishing and enhancing solidarity 
among the employees within the company with particular focus on various expressions of 
politeness. In doing so, this paper will attempt to answer the following research question; 
what kinds of measures are evident in the intra-company communication to establish and 
enhance solidarity and politeness in Australian bilingual business environment? A 
naturalistic communication in Japanese within a Japanese company operating in 
Australia which employs non-native speakers of Japanese will be analysed qualitatively, 
utilising a case study method.  
 
 
Selecting a company 
 
Company “S” was selected as the field of research on the basis of the following criteria: 
- the company must employ at least one non-native speaker of Japanese and have 
enough people to form a hierarchical structure; 
- the operational language of the company is Japanese; and, 
- the non-native speakers of Japanese are fluent enough to conduct their daily 
business in Japanese. 
The company studied was founded 15 years ago to export food products to Japan. Its 
employees consist of seven Japanese native speakers, including the company president, 
and two Australians who are non-native speakers of Japanese. These non-native 
speakers take active roles in exploring the marketing opportunities in Japan and produce 
new products that can be manufactured in Australia to be sold in Japan. Their job 
description includes producing and packaging of food products in accordance to 
Japanese market specifications, presenting and explaining new products to potential 
Japanese buyers and organising shipments of the products through Japanese importers.  
 
On the day of the data collection, four people, two Japanese employees, J1 and J2, and 
two non-Japanese employees, A1 and A2 were working in the office. J1 is the general 
manager of the company (female), J2 is a part-time worker who is in charge of designing 
packaging (female), A1 is a full-time marketing manager (male) and A2 (male) is a direct 
subordinate of A1. (Figure 1) 
 
J2 A1 
A2 
J1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Formal relationship of the four participating employees 
 
 
Data collection method 
 
The data collection for this study was conducted in two stages: the initial recording of 
naturally occurring communication within the company, and, a stimulated recall interview 
session with each of the participants. 
 
The initial data collection is the observation of interactions amongst employees of the 
company “S”. An entire working day of the company was audio- and video- recorded. The 
recording equipment was set up at the start of a business day and left unattended 
throughout working hours. Upon completion of the recording, the interaction was 
transcribed for analysis. 
 
After the video-recording, each participant was interviewed individually for their use of 
language using stimulated recall method (Gass & MacKay, 2000). Each participant was 
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shown segments of communication that occurred during the recording to comment on 
their reasons for saying a particular utterance and making a certain reaction to something 
being said by others. 
 
 
Analysis method 
 
The foci of the analysis are linguistic forms, speech acts and other features of an 
interaction. After transcribing the communication data, it was first analysed for linguistic 
forms, especially on the use of politeness at grammatical level. Then the content of 
communication and para-linguistic aspects of communication were analysed to 
investigate the effectiveness of communication.  
 
 
Analysis, findings 
 
The observed communication showed a variety of communication strategies to establish 
solidarity and politeness between the workers at “S”. In this section, three of these 
communication strategies will be described: (non-)use of linguistic politeness markers 
between colleagues; use of address forms; and, use of English to enhance solidarity. 
 
 
(Non-)use of linguistic politeness markers between colleagues 
 
In the recorded communication, non-formal forms of language (dictionary forms) are 
used more often than ‘desu/masu’ forms, which mark a higher level of politeness, in the 
interaction when talking amongst colleagues with similar hierarchical positions. 
Furthermore, sentence endings are often omitted by all participants. These lacks of 
linguistic politeness indicate solidarity amongst the employees at “S”. The use of 
language appears to be consistent with communications amongst native speakers of 
Japanese (Kitamura, 2001). For example, in the following interaction, A1 and J2 are 
discussing what information should be included in the label for a new product. Both need 
to work cooperatively in order to create a product label that is appropriate and legal for 
Japanese market. 
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1. A1 : kore (6.0) riko, rikopin ni tsuite wa (4.0) doko de (…) nn 
2. J2 : --- kara (inaudible) 
3. A1 : nn 
4. J2 : tabun A1 kara moratta no wa sono manma wa dekinai kara 
5. A1 : a, mochiron 
6. J2 : ---- teru kara 
7. A1 : uun 
8. (4.0) 
9. J2 : sore yori [sa 
10. A1 :        [kono hen de rikopin tappuri toka saa, wakan’nai kedo 
11. J2 : aa sou ka 
12. A1 : sou iu setsumei nano ka 
13.  Silence (20.0) 
14. J2 : [―― (inaudible) (5.0) 
15. A1 : [kore mo kaita hou ga ii to omoimasu 
16. J2 : ―― (inaudible) 
17. A1 : kore hitotsu no koppu ni niko bun toka 
18. J2 : un 
19. A1 : kore ikko han bun [toka 
20. J2 :                [un 
21. A1 : koko ni wa kaite arun-dakedo 
22. J2 : un 
23. A1 : (1.6) koko ni (..) kono hen ni (.) demo kono e wo irerun dattara
    koko nimo ireta hou ga  
24. J2 : un 
25. A1 : wakari yasui to omou 
26. J2 : remon ga saa, demo, wakaranai jan 
 
Translation 
1. A1 : About this, about licopine, where … 
2. J2 : (It is) because ---- (inaudible) 
3. A1 : mm 
4. J2 : Because what I received from you (A1) can’t be used as it is… 
5. A1 : Oh, of course 
6. J2 : (It is) because (inaudible)  
7. A1 : mmmm 
8. (4.0) 
9. J2 : Besides that… 
10. A1 : (we should say) something like ‘full of licopine’, I don’t know… 
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11. J2 : Oh, it may be so. 
12. A1 : It is that kind of explanation (to himself). 
13.  Silence (20.0) 
14. J2 : (inaudible) (5.0) 
15. A1 : I think we’d better write this too. 
16. J2 : ―― (inaudible) 
17. A1 : Like this, equivalent of two serves (of something) in one cup,
   etc. 
18. J2 : yes 
19. A1 : And one and half serves, etc. 
20. J2 :    yes 
21. A1 : It is written here, 
22. J2 : yes 
23. A1 : (1.6) On here…, around here… but if we include this picture it 
  is better to include it (the words) here also 
24. J2 : yes 
25. A1 : I think it would be easier to understand. 
26. J2 : But we don’t know, about lemon 
 
There is only one case of ‘desu/masu’ forms being used in this particular interaction in line 
15. Other utterances do not include ‘desu/masu’ forms to mark politeness, e.g., “aa, sou 
ka” as opposed to “aa, sou desu ka” (line 11) and “omou” as opposed to “omoimasu” (line 
25). This could indicate neither of them is trying to show politeness to each other 
linguistically. In a follow-up interview, A1 commented that he does not see the necessity 
of using ‘desu/masu’ forms to J2 unless he is asking for something or making a 
suggestion as seen in line 15. Both of these actions are considered Face Threatening Act 
(FTA) by Brown & Levinson (1987). A1 seems to be aware of the force of his FTA and 
attempts to ease the damage caused by FTA “I think we’d better write this too” with 
reasons in lines 21 and 23 to maintain harmonious relationship with J2 (Kitamura, 2001).  
 
However, the lack of “desu/masu” form and use of other colloquial forms of language, 
such as “manma” (as it is), “wakan’nai kedo” (I don’t know though), seem to enhance 
more lively discussion between A1 and J2. Both express their ideas and opinions directly, 
suggesting there is certain degree of solidarity between them which fosters cooperative 
interaction. J1 commented in the interview that exchanging ideas in this manner does 
benefit in formulating new ideas among the employees and consequently making the 
operation of the company smoother. 
 
Analysis of para-linguistic aspects of communication seems to support this. 
Backchannelling is observed throughout the transcript, which indicates each other’s 
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opinions are heard. At the same time, both J2 and A1 leave their utterances incomplete in 
many occasions to give each other chances for their comments and backchannelling 
(e.g., lines 1, 2, 4, 17, 19). This could be an indication of politeness and necessary for a 
smooth communication between different sections of the company. 
 
From this excerpt, communication in the company seems to operate without linguistically 
marked politeness at grammatical level, but with highly refined strategy in expressing 
politeness at discourse level. This seems to foster open exchange of ideas that is 
necessary for running a business. Intra-company communication among native 
Japanese speakers seems to operate at the same level with both male and female 
workers expressing their opinions without marked linguistic politeness (Kawaguchi, 
1987). 
 
 
Different use of address form 
 
The way employees address each other within the company appears to be different from 
what is expected in mono-lingual Japanese communication. In Japanese business 
culture, at least in formal settings, the common practice when addressing someone is by 
their surname with “sama” or “san” attached to it (e.g., “Yamada sama” or “Yamada san”), 
or by their titles (e.g., “Shacho” (president). First names without “san” may be used 
between people of the same hierarchical status within the company or when addressing 
someone lower in the official hierarchy. However, in company “S”, both Japanese and 
Australian employees call each other or refer to each other by their first name + “san” 
regardless of their hierarchical positions in the company. Furthermore, Australian 
employees are often addressed without ‘san’. Even during the stimulated recall interview, 
both A1 and A2 referred to their colleagues with their first names + “san”. For example: 
 
64. J1 : A2 saa tesuto ga mondai da yo. Tesuto mo “J” de yan’nakya
   dame nan-da yo. 
65. A2 : soo desu ne, soo desu yo. 
 
Translation 
64. J1 : A2 (address) (the) test is the problem. The test also has to be
   done by “J”. 
65. A2 : It is isn’t it. It is. 
 
A2 is addressed with his first name alone by J1 in line 64. but when J1 summoned J2 to 
join the conversation in line 78, she used J2’s first name + “san” despite J2’s lower 
hierarchical position in relation to J1 (however this could be because both J1 and J2 are 
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female); 
 
78. J1 : sooi dorinku toka mo karento purodakuto toka mo “J” ni kaeru
   mae ni – chotto J2-san mo kiitoite ne. 
79. J2 : n 
 
Translation 
78. J1 : Soy drink and other current products etc., before changing to
   “J” – J2-san can you also hear this [for your benefit]? 
79. J2 : hnh 
 
When referring to people outside of their own company, the address form used is 
surname + “san”. In the following example, “Ishida-san” that J1 referred to in her 
utterance is a person who used to work for the company “Y” in Japan.  
 
84. J1 : dakedo, “Y” no fuudo tesuto wo tsukatte, “J” ga inpootaa ni narenai 
kamo shirenai kara, pakkeeji joo de, dakara sorega doonanokatte 
iunowa ima ishida-san ni kiite moratteru kara, 
85. A2 : kibishii nee 
 
Translation 
84. J1 : but, it may not be possible for “J” to use the food test done by “Y” 
to become an importer (of our products), on the package, 
therefore what the situation is, (I) have asked Ishida-san to check 
it (for us). 
85. A2 : (it is) strict, isn’t it 
 
It can be interpreted as an indication of strong solidarity within the company that they are 
on first-name basis. It can also be the result of an influence of Australian culture, where 
people are addressed by their first names, especially in the cases of Australian 
employees. In contrast, when referring to a person outside of the company ‘S’, both 
Japanese and Australian employees refer to the person with surname + “san”. However, 
while Japanese employees seem to show clear differences between addressing in-group 
people and out-group people with the combination of first-name, surname and the use of 
“san”, Australian employees’ distinction is not as clear, especially when referring to 
in-group people. They tend to use “san” more often when addressing Japanese people 
than when addressing Australian people. A1’s addressing A2 without “san” is 
understandable considering their hierarchical relationship, but A2’s addressing A1 
without “san” would be considered offensive in Japanese business communication 
unless there are other factors in play, such as close personal relationships. This could be 
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the result of cultural association when alternating between English and Japanese. More 
on the issue is explored in the next section. 
 
 
Use of English to enhance solidarity 
 
 
Another aspect of communication that would not occur in a monolingual situation is 
mixing of Japanese and English words in one utterance. One of the Australian employees, 
A2’s proficiency in Japanese is limited, but he conveys his messages effectively when 
communicating with his superiors by including English words and sentences in his 
utterances. In the transcript below, A2 is showing a form he has created for a test 
shipment to the manager, J1. A2 uses English words such as ‘expences’ and ‘person in 
charge’ in Japanese sentences (lines 91 and 95). He also utters one whole sentence in 
English (line 93) in a Japanese dialogue. 
 
91. A2 : a souka. (..) maa, ringi sho wa tabun koregurai de, ato wa ‘expences’ sukejuuru 
wa 
92. J1 : un 
93. A2 : ‘”S” has to pay…’ 
94. J1 : aa, ekusupensu to (..) 
95. A2 : ‘expense’ to ippan de, ‘person in charge’ wa boku to ishida-san to A1-san 
96. J1 : sore fuudo tesuto no yatsu? 
97. A2 : fuudo tesuto no yatsu. Hai. Ma okkee nanone 
 
Translation 
91. A2 : ah, I got it. (..) well, as for ringi form maybe about this much, and how about 
expense  schedule? 
92. J1 : yes 
93. A2 : “S” has to pay. 
94. J1 : ah, expense and.. 
95. A2 : expense and regular things and, “person in charge” is myself and Mr. Ishida and 
A1. 
96. J1 : is that for the food test? 
97. A2 : it is for the food test. Yes.  Well, it is OK [you said?] OK. 
 
Some of these words may be formulae operation words because they are used by 
Japanese employees as well. However I cannot explain the reason for line 93 to be in 
English. A2 could not offer an explanation either during his stimulated recall interview. In 
the same manner, A2 switches to English in the middle of his turn in line 104 below. The 
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switch occurs without hesitation or delays in his turn.  
 
103. J1 : kore yappa saa, tsune-san toka mo inborubu tteiuka ishida-san ka 
dare ka inborubu sita hou ga ii ne 
104. A2 : un ishida-san wa kono mae ano mae wa “Y” de hataraiteta ja nai desu 
ka. ‘Maybe he knows someone?’ un 
 
Translation 
103. J1 : but [I think] as for this matter, we should involve someone, tsune-san 
or ishida-san or anyone. 
104. A2 : yes, ishida-san is the one who was working for “Y” until recently. 
Maybe he knows someone? Yes? 
 
In the follow-up interview, A2 commented on his use of English within the work situation 
as a necessary part of communication for him to cover for his lacking proficiency in 
Japanese. In order to convey his message fully, he needs to resort to the use of English. 
 
J1 made a similar comment in her interview in regard to her use of English when 
communicating with A2. As she is in the position to oversee the other employees’ work in 
the company, she needs to make sure her subordinates understand what is expected of 
them. For this reason, she mixes English words in her utterances. J1 also said that she 
observes A1’s and A2’s facial expressions to determine whether they understand her 
instructions. When J1 thinks that A1 and A2 are having difficulty understanding the 
instruction, she switches to English. Negotiation for the balance between languages 
seems to have become a second nature to both Japanese and Australian employees of 
this company. 
 
It seems that in this particular company, effort is being made not to disadvantage 
non-native speakers of Japanese. Being able to communicate IS considered as an 
important aspect of building solidarity within the company. For example, A2’s utterance, 
line 97, consists of 3 sentences of different politeness level; “fuudo tesuto no yatsu” uses 
a colloquial term “yatsu” without polite “desu/masu” ending, “Hai” is a polite ‘yes’, and “Ma 
okkee nanone” finishes with a sentence final particle “-ne” which is commonly used when 
expressing familiarity amongst the participants in communication.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
This paper attempted to illustrate various methods of establishing solidarity within a 
Japanese company operating in Australia through the investigation of language use. The 
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use of casual tone of communication amongst all employees portrays the strong solidarity 
amongst the employees that is typical of Japanese company (Gibney, 1979). It also 
seems to facilitate smooth communication between different sections.  
 
While the communication in company “S” appears to maintain some of the characteristics 
of intra-company communication of a Japanese company operating in Japan, the 
employees seems to work hard to build solidarity among the employees from different 
background and to maintain the same level of intro-company communication. The 
understandings of different cultures by both Japanese and Australian employees are 
evident in the communication also. Japanese employees do not seem to mind clarifying 
an utterance or switching to English so that Australian employees understand it. And 
Australian employees seem to understand the Japanese needs to maintain a good 
working relationship and conform to Japanese communication styles. They can adapt to 
Japanese working environment by using their language and customs such as using 
appropriate address forms and carrying out FTAs in an appropriate manner. Overall, the 
working atmosphere within company “S” is harmonious and productive. Its intra-company 
communication practice is a positive product of bi-lingual situations where the company is 
located. 
 
The findings of this study are limited as they are based on a case study of one company. 
The company studied here is a relatively small one, consisting of 7 Japanese and 2 
Australians. Whether the size of company and the type of business activity it is involved in 
affect the way they communicate is unknown. Another limitation of this study is the lack of 
comparable data in Japanese company operating in Japan. A further research in both 
Japanese and Australian intra-company business communication is necessary to arrive 
at more generalisable outcomes. 
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Appendix: Transcription Conventions 
Japanese utterances are transcribed using Romanised method. 
[  simultaneous utterances 
(.)  short break 
(..)  slightly longer break 
(4.0)  break for 4 seconds 
---  inaudible utterance 
(translation)  words not expressed in Japanese but inserted in translation 
“Y”  pseudonyms for companies 
‘English words’  English words used in Japanese utterances 
Italic  Japanese words in English translation 
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